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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments/Amendment 

1 . Applicant's arguments/amendments received on June 01, 2004 have been carefully 

considered but they are not persuasive because the teaching of all the cited reference reads on 
all the rejected claims as set forth in the pervious rejection. Therefore, the finality of this 
Office Action is deemed proper. 

Contrary to the assertions at pages 1 - 3 of the Arguments, claims 1 and 21 are not 
patentable. 

The claim does not require or limit, as during examination the USPTO must give 
claims their broadest reasonable interpretation. 

Re claims 1 and 21: Applicant argues that the combination of Merriam (US Patent 
number 6,408,187) and Osuge (US Patent number 6,195,571) do not teach the claimed 
invention "detecting motion of the electronic device". However, The Examiner 
respectfully disagrees with Applicant's assertion that the Merriam and Osuge do not 
teach the claimed invention. Contrary to Applicant's assertion, the Examiner is of the 
opinion that Merriam teaches the communication device has a plurality sensor, and a 
sensor, that is motion sensor (determining and monitoring motion of the device is 
currently situated), detects the communication device's motion and motion around the 
vicinity of the device (see Fig. 1, 2 and column 3, lines 26 - column 4, lines 8), regarding 
the claimed limitation. More specifically, for example, if the communication device is 
located in the desk, the sensor can detects the no motion and produces audio alert, and if 
the device is attached to the belt of user, the sensor can detects the motion and produces a 
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visual alert or vibration. Also, Applicant argues that the claimed limitation "determining 
sleep mode" does not teach by combination of Merriam and Osuge. However, The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's assertion. Contrary to AppUcant's 
assertion, the Examiner is of the opinion that Osuge teaches the communication device 
has a timer for performing when the device receives incoming call, the timer sets the 
preselected period of time (sleep mode for certain period time after the notification using 
vibration) and to produce an audio alert (see column 4, lines 25 — 48 and Fig. 2) 
regarding the claimed limitation. In addition, Merriam also teaches as the communication 
device receives incoming call, the processor of device executes determining alert mode in 
sleep mode or standby mode (see column 6, lines 64 - column 6, lines 45 and Fig.l, 2). 

Applicant's attention is directed to the rejection below for the reasons as to why 
this limitation is not patentable. 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 


3. 


Claims 1-11, 14-31, and 34-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Merriam (US Patent number 6,408,187) in view of Osuge (US Patent 
number 6,195,571). 
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Regarding claim 1, Merriam discloses that a method of providing a notification of 
a received message in an electronic device (Fig. 1) (column 1, lines 56 — column 2, lines 
51). Merriam teaches that detecting motion of the electronic device (Fig. 1) (Fig. 1, 3 and 
column 4, lines 1 - 35). Merriam teaches that determining a mode (selecting status 
(affirmative or negative)) of the electronic device (Fig. 1) upon detecting a motion of the 
electronic device (Fig. 1, 3, column 8, lines 45 - 63, and column 4, lines 1 - 35). 
Merriam teaches that executing an alert if it is determined that said mode determined 
(Fig. 1, 3, column 8, lines 45 - 63, and column 4, lines 1 - 35). 

Merriam does not specifically disclose the limitation "executiag an alert if it is 
determined that said mode determined in the step of determining is a sleep mode". 
However, Osuge discloses the limitation "executing an alert if it is determined that said 
mode determined in the step of determining is a sleep mode" (Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 
14-67, where teaches when the first period of time expires without vibration derived 
from the user's movement being detected (as the device is in sleep mode), call incoming 
and notifying controller replaces the notification using vibration with notification using 
sound). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the Merriam system as taught by Osuge. The motivation 
does so would be to achieve efficient mobile informing service for users in mobile 
device. 

Regarding claim 2, Merriam discloses that activating a motion sensor for 
monitoring the motion of the electronic device, prior to the step of detecting motion of 
the electronic device (Fig. 1, 3, column 8, lines 45 - 63, and column 4, lines 1 - 35). 
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Regarding claim 3, Merriam discloses that receiving, in the electronic device, the 
message, prior to the step of activating a motion sensor (Fig. 1, 3, column 8, hnes 45 - 
63, and column 4, hnes 1 - 35). 

Regarding claim 4, Merriam discloses that determining the mode of the electronic 
device, after the step of receiving the message (Fig. 1, 3, column 8, lines 45 - 63, and 
column 1, lines 56 - column 2, lines 51). 

Regarding claim 5, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed in 
claim 1. Furthermore, Merriam further discloses that executing an first alert if determined 
that the mobile terminal is in the first mode, after the step of determining the mode of the 
electronic device and prior to the step of activating said motion sensor (column 5, lines 4 
- 52 and Fig. 2, 3). 

Regarding claim 6, Merriam discloses that executing the first alert comprises a 
step of executing a standard alert selected by the user of the electronic device (column 5, 
lines 4-52 and Fig. 2, 3). 

Regarding claims 7 and 9, Merriam discloses that executing a standard alert 
comprises a step of executing a vibrate type alert and a visual type alert (column 5, lines 
4-52 and Fig. 2, 3). 

Regarding claim 8, Merriam discloses that executing a standard alert comprises a 
step of executing an audible type alert (column 5, lines 4-52 and Fig. 2, 3). 

Regarding claim 10, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claim 1. Furthermore, Merriam ftarther discloses that executing a second alert, if 
determined that the electronic device is in the second mode, after the step of determining 
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the mode of the electronic device and prior to the step of activating said motion sensor 
(column 5, lines 4 - 52, Fig. 2, 3, and column 8, lines 45 - 63). 

Regarding claim 11, Merriam discloses that selecting said second alert from said 
list of alerts, prior to executing said second alert (column 5, lines 4 - 52, Fig. 2, 3, and 
column 8, lines 45 - 63). 

Regarding claim 14, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claim 1 . Furthermore, Merriam further discloses that setting the mode of the electronic, 
prior to the step of determining if the electronic device is set to said first mode or said 
second mode (Fig. 2, 3 and column 5, lines 4 - 52). 

Regarding claim 15, Merriam discloses that executing said alert comprises a step 
of executing a set of alerts (Fig. 2, 3 and column 5, lines 4 - 52). 

Regarding claim 16, Merriam discloses that executing said set of alerts comprises 
a step of executing a plurality of same type alerts (Fig. 2, 3 and column 5, lines 4 - 52). 

Regarding claim 17, Merriam does not specifically disclose the limitation 
"executing each said same type alert with varying strength and duration". However, 
Osuge discloses the limitation "executing each said same type alert with varying strength 
and duration" (column 5, lines 66 - column 6, lines 64 and Fig. 6, 7). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the Merriam system as taught by Osuge. The motivation does so would be to 
enhance mobile notification service for users in mobile device. 
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Regarding claims 18-20, Merriam discloses that executing a plurality of audible 
type alerts, visual type alerts, and vibrate type alerts (Fig. 2, 3, column 1, lines 56 - 
column 2, lines 51, and column 5, lines 4 - 52). 

Regarding claim 21, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the Hmitation, as discussed 
in claim 1. Furthermore, Merriam further discloses that a processor (104 in Fig. 1) 
coupled the motion sensor (1 12 in Fig. 1) (Fig. 1 and column 3, lines 8 — 60). 

Regarding claim 22, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 2 and 21. 

Regarding claim 23, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 3 and 21. 

Regarding claim 24, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 4 and 21. 

Regarding claim 25, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 5 and 21. 

Regarding claim 26, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 6 and 21. 

Regarding claim 27, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 7 and 21. 

Regarding claim 28, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 8 and 21. 

Regarding claim 29, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 9 and 21. 
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Regarding claim 30, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 10 and 21. 

Regarding claim 31, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 11 and 21. 

Regarding claim 34, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 14 and 21. 

Regarding claim 35, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 15 and 21. 

Regarding claim 36, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 16 and 21. 

Regarding claim 37, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 17 and 21. 

Regarding claim 38, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 18 and 21. 

Regarding claim 39, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 19 and 21. 

Regarding claim 40, Merriam and Osuge disclose all the limitation, as discussed 
in claims 20 and 21. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 12, 13, 32, and 33 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The prior art of record fails to disclose "selecting said second alert from said hst 
of alerts comprises a step of selecting an efficient alert that consumes the least amount of 
battery power" as specified in the claims. 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Apphcant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Conclusion 


Any response to this action should be mailed to: 


Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 


or faxed to: 


(703) 308-9051, (for formal communications intended for entry) 


Or: 


(703) 308-6606 (for informal or draft communications, please label 


'PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"). 


Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John J. Lee whose telephone number is (703) 306-5936. 
He can normally be reached Monday-Thursday and alternate Fridays from 8:3Oam-5:00 
pm. If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful, the examiner*s supervisor, Nay 
Aung Maung, can be reached on (703) 308-7745. Any inquiry of a general nature or 
relating to the status of this application should be directed to the Group receptionist 
whose telephone number is (703) 305-4700. 


J.L 

December 21, 2004 


John J Lee 


SUPERVISORY PyVTENT EXAMlN£y^ 



